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On Book Burning: No fair-minded person can disagree with President Eisenhower’s denunciation of 
“book burning” at Dartmouth College last Sunday. His remarks were immediately associated with Sena- 
tor McCarthy’s attack on the practice of the State Department (Acheson edition) of loading the American- 
subsidized libraries in Germany with books written by American Communists, and the recent removal of 
these books by the Department as a result of this pressure. If this is what the President meant by “book 
burning”, he badly twisted the issue by using this inflammatory phrase. 

The government has no right to suppress any book that people want to write or read. Or, to prohibit 
the publication or distribution of books. Neither has it the moral right to compel citizens to pay for books 
which they do not want to read or which they have no interest in circulating. The libraries from which 
were eliminated the books written by Communists who deliberately distort the facts about America, for 
purposes of propaganda, are entirely supported by American taxpaye . moyeyy and the books are bought 
with the same funds. In short, we have been compelled to help support théSwriters and the publishers 
who produce these books. ry. (98 / 







It would have been more to the point if the President had advocate down of the libraries, 
so that the waste of American taxpayers’ money would be stopped. The libraries were ostensibly estab- 
lished for the purpose of “educating” Germans in American culture or, to be more exact, to indoctrinate 
them with “democracy”. The President did not question the propriety of one nation to try to impose its 
culture on another people, or the possibility of its being done. Nor did he explain how Communist 
propaganda would help its readers to understand Communism so that we might, as he said, intelligently 
meet it. 

But, the most important oversight of the President was his failure to realize that for many years the 
real “book burning” has been the “book suppression” practiced by the Acheson-Truman State Department; 
that is, the exclusion from these tax-supported libraries of books written by American anti-Communists. 


Air Power: The controversy over the five billion cut in the Air Force appropriations by Secretary Wilson 
continues to shake Capitol Hill. The big query — is the proposed whittling down of the air force a genu- 
ine economy move or a conspiracy against airpower in the Pentagon? Our sources indicate clearly a 
conspiratorial angle. 

The five billion cut idea appears to have originated in the office of Admiral W. J. McNeil who is 
one of the assistant secretaries for Defense. The Admiral has long been opposed to a pre-eminent Air 
Force, and he is generally credited with starting the ball rolling to cut Air Force appropriations five 
billions. Next in the picture is Admiral Radford who will be the new head of the Chiefs of Staff in the 
Pentagon. Radford is a leading exponent of carrier-based airpower and his “fixation” on this kind of 
airpower is widely known in military circles. 

The weaknesses of carrier-based airpower are — or should be —- well known. For example, there 
is no fighter plane capable of coping with a Russian MIG that can take off from a carrier. Only a Sabre 
Jet can hold its own with a MIG — and Sabre Jets require land bases for operation. Again, it is im- 
possible to launch a B-47 — our best medium bomber — from a carrier. The bombers that can take off 
from a carrier are limited in their cruising radius and striking power. Finally, there is this important 
point: a carrier costs around $250,000,000 whereas a land air base costs much less. If a land airfield 
is bombed it can be repaired quickly and without great expense. A successfully bombed carrier disappears 
beneath the waves and the whole investment is lost. 
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Our sources say that Admiral Radford collaborated with Admiral McNeil to remove five billions 
out of the Air Force budget. Then these adversaries of effective airpower pushed their findings to the 
desk of Defense Chief Charles Wilson. Wilson believes the army should be our primary weapon for 
fighting Russia — and would look with favor on any proposal to get more money for the army. Wilson’s 
military thinking is influenced by the Pentagon clique which wants to fight Russia on land in the event 
of war and actually believes that the phantom NATO offers the best prospect of whipping Russia. He 
has no sympathy for the ideas of the Air Force. 


Other points are brought up now about Wilson. We are told that while he headed General Motors 
he earned a reputation for being high-handed and imperious to anyone who crossed his will; that GM was 
actually happy to unload him upon the U.S. Government. Observers now recall Wilson’s appearance 
— last winter — before the Senate Committee considering his nomination as Defense Chief. On that 
occasion Mr. Wilson scarcely displayed either modesty or tact, and managed, by his manner as well as 
words, to put up the backs of the Senators. 


Because Capitol Hill knows about the activities of McNeil and Radford and are highly suspicious 
that the proposed five billion cut in the Air Force springs from a conspiracy against airpower rather than 
from a genuine economy motive — Wilson is still in plenty of hot water. The Defense Chief has already 
testified on Capitol Hill — but his testimony is still being kept securely under wraps. Those who know 
what is in it say that Wilson was evasive and left a very definite impression that he didn’t know his subject. 


Italy Speaks: It takes time for an old adage to prove its soundness. At the beginning of the Marshall 
Plan in 1948, we were warned that American dollars could not buy friends. And now the Italian elec- 
tions indicate that we have probably wasted from three to six billions on Italy. 


The Communists have increased their seats in the Italian Chamber of Deputies from 131 to 143 — 
and the left-wing socialists who are allied with the Communists have upped their seats from 52 to 75. The 
neo-Fascists have climbed up from 6 seats to 29. The result is that the de Gasperi government has a very 
slender hold on both the Italian Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. The results of the elections must 
endanger the European Defense Pact, and some observers wonder if the Italian Government will remain 
strong enough to take police measures against the growth of Communism. The present upsurge of Com- 
munist strength, legally protected, makes Italy of doubtful value as an ally against the Kremlin. 


There is still another aspect of the Italian elections which deserves special attention. Signor Saragat 
is the leader of the right-wing socialists who allied themselves with de Gasperi’s Christian Democrats in 
the campaign. Now, the Signor has proposed to his party that it break off cooperation with de Gasperi 
unless he admits to his government the left-wing socialists, out-and-out allies of the Italian Communists. 
We are told that Communists and socialists are poles apart; maybe that once was true — but today in 
Europe the socialists and Communists are joining hands with great frequency and ease. 


The Italian election results should strengthen the hands of our legislators who want to cut foreign spend- 
ing. One group wants to reduce that aid by one billion below the $5,800,000,000 requested by President 
Eisenhower. Congressman Dan Reed wants to lop off two billions. Why not cut it five billion eight 
hundred millions? — is the query that is gaining ground. On the civilian side our money is being used 
to promote socialism in Europe. On the military side it is being poured down a big rat hole — because 
NATO is increasingly regarded here as a military phantom. 


Watch For: Early publication of a magazine piece by Whittaker Chambers, author of Witness, and key 
figure in the case of Alger Hiss. The article, it is reported, will appear in a national magazine and will 
deal with the controversial subject of “academic freedom and Congressional investigations”. This will 
be the first appearance in print of anything from Chambers’ pen since the publication of his best-selling 


autobiography a year ago. The writer, during the past few months, has been confined to his home with 
heart trouble. 
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American Honor: In far away Korea, a man nearing eighty is down on his knees, as the first rays of 
the sun unfold to the eye the devastation of his war torn land. Again at night, Dr. Syngman Rhee, Pres- 
ident of the Republic of Korea, goes down on his knees asking God for guidance in the mad world that 
has descended upon him. 


And every morning and night for half a century this now wizened little man, who in his youth was 
converted to Christianity at a Korean Missionary School, has asked of the good God only one thing — a 
united Korea with the blessings of freedom for his people. In his last years, he sees only the shadows 
of failure gathering about him. For the Christian world has turned its back on him and his years of 
physical suffering and denial for the realization of a Christian ideal — the freedom of mankind. 


The war in Korea is about to end — but it looks certain that the terms of peace will constitute only 
another inglorious chapter in the history of American bungling in internationalism. The Korean peace 
and our other tragic meddlings in the politics of Europe and Asia ought to convince even a person of 
fractional intellect that our self-anointed role of saving the world has been a costly and futile one — 
and that if we persist in this role much longer we will be destroyed as a free and prosperous people. Not 
only have we developed the ruinous habit of forcing our way into international wars and invariably 
losing the peace — but our increasing association with the politics of the old world has progressively - 
robbed us of our once good name for honor and justice. The record shows that we have become as double- 
dealing, as treacherous and almost as unconscionable as the chancellories of Europe in our dealings with 
either foe or ally. 


In World War I, Germany agreed to surrender on the basis of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points. 
Thereafter England and France treated the Fourteen Points as a scrap of paper — and Wilson signed 
the Treaty of Versailles which embodied on parchment this double-dealing and outright treachery. Worse 
yet, we sat idly by while the British maintained for eight months after the end of the war an inhuman 
and illegal blockade of Germany which starved hundreds of thousands of German women and children. 
All this was serious reflection on our national honor. 


In World War II — at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam — representatives of our government piled up 
an incredible record in the treatment of our own allies. We betrayed the brave Polish people. We betrayed 
Mikhailovitch and the people of Yugoslavia. We betrayed Chiang Kai-shek and handed nationalist China 
over to the Chinese Reds. And by this last betrayal we sowed the seeds of the Korean war, just as the 
Treaty of Versailles sowed the seeds of World War II. And now with thousands of Americans dead in 
Korea — and billions poured out of our treasury — we are about to settle with the Communists on 
terms which hardly reflect credit on our national honor. 


Shillings and Farthings: British trading with the Chinese Communists all during the Korean war - 
has shocked millions of Americans. It seemed unbelievable that a war ally would trade with the enemy. 
But the fact is that this is an old policy of England. 


The historian Hendrik Van Loon once described England as follows: “That curious little island in 
the North Sea lives by and of and for just one thing — trade.” And the British government has always 
put trade first, even though it may result in betraying the British soldier and in double-crossing allies. 
Our attention was called to a book by British Admiral M.P. Consett, published after World War I and 
entitled The Triumph of The Unarmed Forces. During World War I, England set up a blockade — a naval 
blockade of Germany. This blockade was highly effective. American ships attempting as neutrals to 
trade with Germany were seized and their cargoes impounded. But British merchant ships — incredible as 
it may seem — were allowed to pass through the British blockade and do business with the enemy — 
that is, Germany. 


Admiral Consett says in his book that if the British government had maintained an embargo on British 
exports to Germany, the war would have come to an end in 1916. British shippers made a pretty penny 
shipping food to hungry Germans — but by such shipments they kept the Germans on their feet killing 
British soldiers from 1916 to 1918. In this two-year period, hundreds of thousands of British Tommies 








died in action. Sort of ghastly, British merchants betraying British soldiers in World War I — just 
as they have in Korea today. Admiral Consett refers scornfully to this trading with the enemy by 
British merchants as “our miserable and inglorious trade which prolonged the war”. 





Social Security: The National Conference of Social Work, one of the biggest uplift aggregations in the 
country, held its 80th annual conclave in Cleveland a few days ago. Representatives of practically 
every known form of welfare were present. Congressman Carl Curtis, the highly conservative Nebraska 
Republican who is Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee’s investigation of social security, turned E 
up as the keynote speaker. As the New York Times man put it, “many of the delegates expressed sur- T 
prise”. Curtis has been clamoring for years for a bona fide inquiry into Federal old age pensions (of 
which the entrenched social security bureaucrats live in terror) and now is in a position to get what he’s self 
asking for. Perhaps the real reason for his presence may have been the fact that the welfare boys in § state: 
the back room wanted a little respectability to window-dress a deal that was cooking. 

The deal involved Arthur Altmeyer. HUMAN EVENTS readers will recall (April 22) our de. 
scription of how Arthur got his walking papers from the new Administration. Altmeyer had been the 
boss of the Social Security Administration for years and is, by all odds, the best known propagandist | 2°W 
for Old Age and Survivors Insurance. Back in April, Congress passed Reorganization Plan No. 1 which § hear: 
raised the Federal Security Agency to Cabinet rank and abolished Altmeyer’s job in the process. Specu- § food 
lation flourished about what he would do with himself. The speculations didn’t last long. The welfare 
fraternity “takes care of its own”. On the very last day of the Cleveland convention, Altmeyer was 
named President of the National Conference of Social Work, to take office next year. The social uplift } 10g ' 
delegates greeted the nomination with delight, and Altmeyer received the press with sulphurous denuncia- 
tions of Curtis and all his works. 


two 

Bankruptcy: A big recent financial headline was the announcement that the Czechoslovak government had § are 

declared itself bankrupt. It was unable to meet its obligations, as represented by the securities it had of 
issued, and repudiated them out of hand. th 

ec. 


When a government declares itself insolvent those who had trusted it simply take the loss. They have : 
no recourse; the debtor is beyond their reach. In the present case, the creditors were compelled to take | W!P 
the government’s IOUs. They “bought” the bonds by way of a compulsory withholding tax. 


Since a government has no income except what it can obtain from its people by the taxing method, 
it is obvious that the Czechoslovakian government got into financial difficulties because it could not collect 
enough to meet its debts, possibly not even the interest payments which the bonds called for. But also, fail 
under the totalitarian government, the taxpayer has nothing to say about what he must fork over. There | Not 
fore, we must conclude that production in the Red country had fallen to a point where there was not enough FF [pj 
produced, beyond mere subsistence for the population, to meet the debt and the running expenses of gov- 
ernment. Of course, the running expenses cannot be cut; that would amount to political abdication. And 488 
so the debt was wiped out. in C 





There are two explanations for the shortage of funds in Czechoslovakia. One is that its slave labor J OVE 
— or overtaxed labor, which is the same thing — did not produce enough for the commissars; nobody § the 
works to pay taxes. The other explanation is that the “running expenses” of the government were higher 


than the possible income from taxation; that is what we euphemistically call “deficit financing”. As a on 

matter of fact, in Czechoslovakia both forces were at work. DE 
Now, a “free” country is one that does not do the things that a totalitarian government does. How- 

ever, if a “free” government does some of the things that a totalitarian government does, is it not 00 J Jecg 


the same road? Bigger taxes and deficit financing are certainly in the totalitarian line. 
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APPEASEMENT A LA MODE 


By FrepaA UTLEY 





— ‘““PEACE-LOVING’ Mr. Nehru, whose concern for small or underprivileged Asiatic 
nations does not extend to those menaced by Soviet imperialism, has pronounced him- 
self satisfied that the United Nations will be able to “handle” the South Koreans. This 
statement by our Indian mentor followed on his criticism of the United States for allowing 
Syngman Rhee to get out of hand and denounce the armistice which sacrifices his people 
on the altar of appeasement. No doubt Nehru is right in believing that Indian troops can 
now enter Korea without getting hurt. For, as a Chinese friend of mine remarked, on 
hearing that General Clark had warned the Republic of Korea that the U.N. would cut off 
food supplies, as well as ammunition, should it continue the fight for the liberation of 
its Northern countrymen: ‘Well, no doubt America will have little difficulty in defeat- 
ing the South Koreans.” 

After three years of war and 135 thousand American casualties, not to 
two million South Korean soldiers and civilians who have been killed of 


are ending up by coercing our friends instead of defeating our enemies 


’ ] 
of words with which columnists and commentators, together with the editorial Write! 
the New York Times and Washington Post, are flooding the press and the air, 
wipe out the stain of America’s first defeat. 


However hard the Alsop brothers try to convince us that we have “achieved the 
main purpose the American Government had in view”, the fact remains that we have 
failed to chastise the aggressors; that the Chinese Communists remain in occupation of 
North Korea and control the whole country’s industry and power supply; that the Soviet 
Union has defied the United Nations with impunity by openly proclaiming her aid to the 
aggressors; that we have no assurance even that the American and other allied prisoners 
in Communist hands will not suffer the same fate as the German soldiers whom we handed 
over to Russia in 1945, many of whom are today still in Soviet slave labor camps; that 
the anti-Communist prisoners in our hands are to be subjected to terrible mental pressures 


and threats to their families to make them return home, and relegated to the status of 
D.P.’s if they still refuse. 


In a word, that the war fought at such huge cost in lives and money has achieved 
less than nothing. We may for the moment have “survived” and escaped disaster, which 
is all that the appeasers think we need to have done. But the outcome of the war leaves 


our enemies more confident, our friends disheartened, and the middle-of-the-roaders in- 
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clined to believe that there is little hope for those who choose our side in the struggle 
for the world. 


Even Walter Lippmann, the noblest sophist of them all, finds it a bit difficult to con. 
vince his readers that “‘at long last the Korean war has been brought to an honorable 
and rational end”. For although so many of our scribes seem to be intent on obscuring 
reality for political purposes, or simply because it is profitable to pander to the human 
desire for a happy ending, there are still a sufficient number of honest and intelligent 
journalists to ensure that the truth comes out. Certainly, in Washington at least, no one 
who reads David Lawrence’s courageous column can fail to be aware that we are deserting 
a gallant ally in deference to a shortsighted political expediency dictated by Winston 
Churchill and our American appeasers. 


D™ ACHESON must be chuckling at the spectacle of a Republican Administration 

treating Syngman Rhee and his people in much the same fashion as he treated 
Chiang Kai-shek and the anti-Communist Chinese. Our former Secretary of State might 
even claim to have been more merciful in his treatment of China than his successors have 
been with regard to Korea. From the beginning, General Marshall and Dean Acheson 
endeavored to force the Chinese Nationalists to submit to Moscow without incurring the 
losses and sacrifices which a war of resistance entails. “Our Koreans” on the other hand 
were encouraged to fight, and to suffer the devastation of their country, in the confident 
hope that with mighty Americans fighting beside them they would be able to liberate and 
unite their country. 

Now we tell them in effect that their sacrifices were in vain since this was never our 
military objective. Yet, in his June 7 letter to Syngman Rhee, President Eisenhower 
fails to explain why, if our objective was simply to push the Korean Communists back 
into North Korea, we did not stop fighting in October, 1950, when this task had been ac- 
complished. Nor why the United Nations declared in November, 1950, that it would not 
settle for less than its long proclaimed objective of a united and peaceful Korea, and gave 
permission for General MacArthur to drive to the Yalu. 


There is an ominous similarity between our past Chinese and present Korean policies. 
In December, 1945, and again a year later, President Truman told our Chinese allies that 
they must not attempt to suppress Communism and unify their country by ‘military 
means”; and that no American aid would be forthcoming unless and until they formed 
a coalition government with the Communists. On June 7, 1953, Eisenhower wrote to 
Syngman Rhee saying that he must give up any idea of ‘“‘carrying on by warfare the strug: 
gle for the unification of Korea” and should instead ‘‘pursue this goal by political and other 
measures”. He further warned the South Koreans that they would be regarded as “‘ag- 
gressors” should they attempt to liberate North Korea by force. Since it cannot be imagined 
even by the most fatuous optimist that Moscow or Peking will retreat under political or 
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moral pressures after having successfully stood their ground against America’s armed 
might, Eisenhower’s letter can easily be construed all over Asia as advice to come to terms 
with the Kremlin. 

The deadly parallel is even more apparent when one recalls how General Marshall 
embargoed arms and ammunition to the Chinese Nationalists in 1946-7 when they were 
in a position to defeat the Communists with our aid. In Korea we not only failed to 
deliver arms to the Republic of Korea before it was attacked, we also failed to supply 
sufficient ammunition to our own soldiers after the Korean war began. And our Ameri- 
can commanders in Korea, like Chiang Kai-shek before them, were forbidden to try to win 
the war and were stymied by prolonged truces. The peace at any price policy, begun by 
Truman in the summer of 1951 after he had recalled General MacArthur, has now been 
carried to its logical conclusion by the Eisenhower Administration. 

The argument so dear to the hearts of the New York Times and others who speak 
for England, that we must defer to the wishes of our allies, is manifestly absurd. Who 
are our allies? The British who, although they have contributed some soldiers, have 
continued to trade with the enemy and have even transported his troops? The French 
who have given us no help and want us to liquidate the Korean war in order that we 
may assume their burdens in Indo-China? India which has contributed nothing but sym- 
pathy for the Communist side? Or the Republic of Korea which has held seventy per 
cent of the line, and which, in Eisenhower’s own words, “thas engaged all its resources, 
human and material, in a struggle which will go down in history as one of the epic strug- 
gles of our time”? By what logic can we consider it legitimate to dictate to those who 
have shared with us the heat and burden of the day, while deferring to those who 
have been our allies in little more than name? 


WwW: HAVE SUFFERED 4 loss of national prestige so grave that it may make World War 
III inevitable. The Kremlin must now believe that it is at liberty to try the game 
again any time, anywhere in the world, with the assurance that it risks nothing worse 
than ending up where it started. It is as if in a poker game one player knew that he 
could play for the highest stakes with the assurance that if he wins he can take the pot, 
and that if he loses he will have to pay nothing. We still have more blue chips than the 
Kremlin, but we must lose in the long run if Moscow can continue to bid the limit, how- 
ever poor its hand, because we refuse to risk anything. This is surely the meaning which 
the Kremlin will read into Eisenhower’s statement, in his June 3 Report to the Nation, that 
“there is going to be no risk of a general war, because a modern war would be too hor- 


rible to contemplate”. 
Senator Knowland, alone among our legislators, has dared to tell the American peo- 


ple that our one hope of avoiding a Third World War is to risk it while we are still stronger 
than our enemies. But even he, no doubt in deference to Republican Party loyalty, has 
advised Syngman Rhee to give in. 





Lost allies are not merely lost. Sooner or later they are driven to join the other side, 
As the Korean Ambassador stated on ““Meet the Press”, May 31, every nation in Asia is 
waiting to see which side is the stronger. Can one doubt that Korea’s fate will lead the 
“realists” to decide that some sort of accommodation with the Soviet Union is the only 
hope of saving their skins? The fact that we have sued for peace in a war which we could 
have won, rather than risk war with Russia, serves notice on the world that we lack the 
resolution to provide a banner to which all free men can repair. The forces of neutralism, 
or appeasement, in Europe, as in Asia, will inevitably gain strength. 


Those who compare Panmunjom to Munich are also wrong. All that the much-abused 
Neville Chamberlain did was to agree to the self-determination of the people of the Su- 
detenland, which was a part of Czechoslovakia inhabited by Germans, which had formed 
part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and which would never have been awarded to the 
Czechs if Wilson’s Fourteen Points had been adhered to. But at Panmunjom we have 
agreed to award to the aggressors a part of Korea inhabited exclusively by Koreans. What 
we are witnessing today can be more aptly compared to the secret Teheran and Yalta 
agreements which delivered the Poles to Russia and prepared the way for the Communist 
conquest of China, as well as of all Eastern Europe. 


N THE UNITED STATES, perhaps to an even greater degree than in other countries, for- 
eign policy is determined by domestic politics. But, except in the very short run, is 
it really likely that the Republicans have won increased support by out-Achesoning Ache- 
son in the Far East? Can the Democrats fail in the future to exploit to the full the argu- 
ment that the Eisenhower Administration went even further along the line of appeasement 


than its predecessor? Already the Washington wags are saying that the Democrats started 
the Korean War and the Republicans lost it. 


The blame cannot simply be placed on the President. Our fate lies not in the stars 
but in ourselves. Tremendous pressures have been exerted on the Administration from 
many sides to take the peace offered and let our credit go. The pressures are exerted by 
the financial interests who want to do business with Stalin’s successors and the anti-anti- 
Communists who believe that the Soviets, although they have sinned, are basically virtu- 
ous or ‘progressive’. 


Abetting these appeasement influences are the British, confident that ‘‘there’ll always 
be an England” so long as there are other nations to throw into the greedy jaws of the 
Communist Moloch. Last but not least, there are the good men of little faith who have 
persuaded themselves and the President that the Republican Party’s only hope of survival 


is to give the people what they want at the moment, namely peace, at whatever cost to the 
future security of the United States. 


But what will it profit the Republican Party to win the next election if America 
loses its soul, and prepares the way for its future defeat by betraying the faith hitherto 
reposed in us by those who prefer death to enslavement? 

Additional Copies: 6—1.00; 10—1.50; 50—5.50; 100—10.00; 500—15.00; 1,000—25.00. Quotations for larger quantities on request. 
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